
February 3, 1997

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

, ,ITT Fi! ED; !;;. .. ~-- - •" .",iI'" ':._. __ .

1401 H Street NW
SUite 1020
Was~lIngton DC 20005
Office 202/326-3815

James K. Smith
Director
Federal Relations

Re: Ex Parte Statement
CC Docket 96-98 and Docket 97-1

Dear Mr. Caton:

On February 3, 1997, Mr. John Lenahan, Mr. Terry Appenzeller, Ms. Lynn Starr
and I met with Mr. Richard Metzger, Deputy Bureau Chief, Common Carrier
Bureau and staff of the Program Division ,and Competitive Pricing Division to
discuss Ameritech's position as set forth in the attachments hereto.

Sincerely,

a(~~J~
'jI;

.' Attachment
cc: R. Metzger
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IXC's Proposed "Common Transport"
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"COMMON TRANSPORT" IS NOT
UNBUNDLED INTEROFFICE TRANSMISSION FACILITIES

AT&T contends that "shared transport is synonymous with common transport." AT&T,
within the past month has used the following terms to describe unbundled interoffice
transmission: "shared transport," "common transport," "shared/common transport," "shared
(i.e., common) transport" and "switched transport service in Ameritech FCC Tariff No.2,
Section 6.1.3 and 6.9.1" AT&T also contends, in connection with its Michigan arbitration,
that "Ameritech now takes the position that shared transport is different from common
transport (a point not identified by Ameritech during the hearings in this case)." AT&T's
claims are untimely and erroneous and its position regarding common transport has no
support in the Act, the FCC's Regulations, or the First Report and Order in Docket 96-98.

• The definition of Network Element requires access to a particular facility
or equipment. The Act defines "network element" as "a facility or
equipment" used to provide a telecommunications service. A network element
also includes features, functions, and capabilities that are provided by "such
facility or equipment. .. " Therefore, in order to obtain a "feature, function or
capability," --as a network element,-- the requesting carrier must designate a
discrete facility or equipment, in advance, for a period of time.

• A network element includes features, functions and capabilities provided
by such element. Ameritech agrees that network elements should be broadly
constructed to include all features~ functions and capabilities provided "by such
facility." See First Report and Order at , 262. However, the definition in the
Act does not support an interpretation that a requesting carrier can purchase
undifferentiated access to network capabilities, without purchasing access to a
particular facility or equipment used to provide telecommunications service.
Obtaining on-demand, undifferentiated use of the functions and capability of
the public switched network is the purchase of a service, not access to a
network element. Such an interpretation would eliminate any difference
between access to a network element or purchase of a service.

• The FCC's First Report and Order in CC 96-98 recognizes the clear
difference between "network elements" and "services." The Commission
has correctly concluded that a network element is a "facility and not a
service." First Report and Order at , 343. The Commission noted: "when
interexchange carriers purchase unbundled elements from incumbents, they are
not purchasing exchange access "services." They are purchasing a different
product, and that product is the right to exclusive access or use of an entire
element." First Report and Order at , 358. Likewise, in distinguishing
between network elements and services, the Commission noted that a carrier
purchasing access to network elements must pay for that facility, and faces a
risk that it may not have sufficient demand for services "using that facility" to
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recoup its costs. In contrast, a carrier using resold services does not face this
risk. See First Report and Order at , 334. (Emphasis added)

• AT&T's assertion that shared and common transport are synonymous has
no legal basis. There is no mention of "common transport" in the FCC's
Regulations or in the First Report and Order discussing "interoffice
transmission facilities." See First Report and Order at , 439-451, , 820-823
and 47 C.F.R. § 51.319(d.). The Regulations require incumbent LECs to
unbundle only two types of interoffice transmission facilities: dedicated and
shared. 47 C.F.R. § 51.319(d)(l). Ameritech's contract and pricing schedule
have consistently provided for both. The only use by the Commission of the
word "common transport" is in , 258 of the First Report and Order.
However, there is no definition of "common transport," nor any discussion of
"common transport" in any portion of the Order defining network elements.
Presumably because the term "common transport," which is the same as
tandem-switched transport, is commonly recognized as a service. See
CompTel v. FCC 87 F.3d 522 at 524 (D.C. Cir., 1996)

• AT&T's position is contrary to the basic concept of unbundled network
elements. Under AT&T's proposal, common transport would be billed on a
per-minute-of-use basis (just like switched transport service). Unbundled
facilities, however (such as loops and transport), are billed on a per
facility/per month basis, which is consistent with the purchase of facility as
opposed to a service. As the Commission found, the costs of shared facilities,
including transmission facilities b~tween the end office and the tandem, should
be recovered in a manner that efficiently apportions cost amount users. First
Report and Order at It' 755. Contrary to AT&T's after the fact challenge, its
Interconnection Agreements with Ameritech uses flat capacity-based rates as
permitted by the Commission. See First Report and Order at , 757.

• AT&T is attempting to avoid its obligations and "game" the FCC's
unbundled pricing regime. By attempting to purchase undifferentiated
minutes of use on Ameritech's entire network, as opposed to a specific facility
within the network, AT&T is attempting to obtain the competitive advantages
of purchasing unbundled elements while avoiding the concomitant risk -- borne
by all purchasers of unbundled elements -- that the leased facility will be
underutilized. This is contrary to the FCC's intent. See First Report and
Order at , 334 ("If a carrier taking unbundled elements may have greater
competitive opportunities than carriers offering services available for resale,
they also face greater risks. A carrier purchasing unbundled elements must
pay for the cost of that facility . . . . It thus faces the risk that end-user
customers will not demand a sufficient number of services using that facility
for the carrier to recoup its cost. It)

-2-
Ameritech

February 3, 1997



• AT&T relies on a tariff price that encompasses more than transport.
AT&T's proposed price for common transport is based on Ameritech's FCC
Tariff No.2 for Switched Transport Services. Those services, however,
consist of multiple rate elements: a transmission facility charge, a switch
termination charge, and a tandem switching charge. See FCC Tariff No.2 §
6.9.1(A); see also 47 C.F.R. § 69.111. Thus, common transport, as defined
by AT&T, is inextricably entwined with switching and cannot stand alone as
unbundled interoffice transmission. In contrast, the Commission's definition
of "shared transmission facilities between end offices and the tandem switch"
does not include tandem switching. See First Report and Order at 1440 and
note 987. Even AT&T recently conceded this point: "Unbundling requires
that charges for unbundled transport cannot include charges for switching. "
Letter from Bruce Cox to William Caton, dated January 28, 1997, Ex Parte
Presentation--CC Docket 96-98 and CC Docket 97-1.

• AT&T's reliance on the Switched Transport tariff directly conflicts with
the § 271 checklist. Item (v) of the competitive checklist states that local
transport must be "unbundled from switching or other services." 47 U.S.C. §
271(c)(2)(B)(v) (emphasis added). The Commission's definition of unbundled
interoffice transmission facilities is consistent with unbundled transport
required by the competitive checklist. See' 439 and note 986. Yet, as noted
above, the Part 69 definition of Switched Transport (AT&T's common
transport) explicitly includes switching as a bundled part of the service.

..

• Ameritech has recognized the distinction between shared and common
transport throughout this proceeding. Ameritech made its position on the
shared versus common transport issue clear to the FCC in the NPRM
proceedings in Docket No. 96-98, proceedings in which AT&T was an active
participant. Thus, AT&T has long been aware of Ameritech's position that
shared and common transport are not synonymous and that common transport
is not a network element that must be unbundled. See ~ "Opposition of
Ameritech to Petitions for Clarification and Reconsideration" dated October
31, 1996, at pp 6-11, and Reply Comments of Ameritech, dated November 12,
1996, at pp 18-19.

• Ameritech's position on the meaning of "shared transport" was
successfully resolved in Section 252 arbitrations with AT&T. AT&T's
description of Ameritech's position on "common transport" in state arbitration
proceedings is incomplete and misleading. Specifically, Ameritech removed
all references to "common transport" from its original proposed agreement
before submitting its September 17, 1996 proposal (indeed, the change was
highlighted in that "redlined" proposal), and common transport was not
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included in any subsequent contracts. Prices for interoffice transport in those
contract proposals were based on Ameritech's definition of shared transport
alone, not common transport. Further, Mr. Dunny removed the erroneous
references to common transport from his direct testimony at the first
opportunity in the Indiana and Illinois arbitrations, and his Ohio and Wisconsin
testimony did not refer to common transport at all. Ameritech's inadvertent
use of "common transport" in early versions of its proposed interconnection
agreement is described in the attached letter dated January 31, 1997 from
Ameritech to AT&T. It is clear from subsequent "red-lined" drafts, that
AT&T adopted Ameritech's position on shared transport. See Interconnection
Agreement, Schedule 9.2.4, paragraph 1.3.

• AT&T never raised the shared/common transport issue as a matter to be
arbitrated by the MPSC (or by any other state commission). After the
revisions to the original contract were made, AT&T accepted Ameritech's
proposed language and prices for shared transport -- it did not contest
Ameritech's proposed definition in the October 21, 1996 joint redline contract
-- and those provisions were included in the contract approved by the MPSC.
(AT&T's letter admits that shared transport pricing was not an issue on which
the MPSC ordered further negotiations in its November 26, 1996 order.)
Moreover, other commissions have agreed with Ameritech that common
transport does not constitute an interoffice transmission facility that must be
unbundled. MCI raised the same shared/common transport issue in its Illinois
arbitration with Ameritech. The Hearing Examiner's Proposed Arbitration
Decision agreed with Ameritech {fiat "common transport" was not a network
element. However, because the Illinois Commerce Commission concluded
there is "considerable ambiguity in the FCC's reference to "shared transport",
it refused to require immediate unbundling of common transport or to find that
it qualified as a network element.

• AT&T, and any other carrier, can combine unbundled local switching
with "common transport" service. Although not required by the First Report
and Order, (see' 341) Ameritech has agreed to combine unbundled network
elements with transport services, including tandem-switched access, ie,
common transport, or wholesale usage and toll. Despite the hyperbole from
AT&T and Comptel, Ameritech is not requiring carriers that purchase
unbundled loops and unbundled local switching to use a separately engineered,
parallel interoffice network, nor is Ameritech denying them use of the public
switched network. As Ameritech's letter dated January 14, 1997, attached to
AT&T's January 28, 1997 Ex Parte, demonstrates, Ameritech permits a
requesting carrier -- as an option to dedicated or shared interoffice
transmission facilities -- to have traffic originating from unbundled local
switching terminated over the public switched network through a common
trunk port and the purchase of tandem-switched access or wholesale toll or
usage, as applicable. As the Commission has noted, the decision to use either
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network elements or services is a business decision for the requesting carrier;
based in part on its judgment of whether it will be able "to stimulate sufficient
demand to recoup their investment in unbundled elements." First Report and
Order at , 334.

In sum, AT&T has no factual or legal basis for claiming that common transport somehow is
synonymous with shared transport or constitutes a network element that must be unbundled.
Ameritech's Interconnection Agreements with AT&T, on the other hand, fully complies with
the FCC's Regulations and the First Report and Order.
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January 31, 1997

Ed Cardella
AT&T
227 West Monroe Street
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Ed:

This supplements my letter to you dated January 14, 1997 and responds to your letter of January 16, 1997 both
of which address the provision of shared transport in conjunction with the operator services/directory assistance
platfonn under the interconnection agreements in Illinois and Michigan. Your letter claims that the joint
interconnection agreements require that Ameritech provide ·common transport· as anetwork element in
conjunction with the operator services/directory assistance platfonn ("OSIDA platform"). Your letter further
alleges that Ameritech has recently changed its position and has withdrawn its offer to provide unbundled
"common transport." To prove its point, AT&T attaches language from the testimony of one of Ameritech's
witnesses filed in August in the Michigan arbitration, and from apreliminary draft of the joint interconnection
agreement

AT&T's correspondence, ex parte and court filings on this issue this month have used avariety of terms to
describe what it is seeking. At various times, AT&T has stated that it is asking for "shared transport", "common
transport", "shared/common transport", "shared (i.e.: common) transport" and "switched transport service in
Ameritech FCC Tariff No.2, Section 6.1.3 and 6.9.1". Under the tariff AT&T cites, four different forms of transport
are available: entrance facilities, direct transport service, dedicated signaling transport, and tandem switched
transport The first three forms of transport involve dedicated facilities which Ameritech has always been willing
to provide to AT&T on an unbundled basis, and AT&T need merely order them by specifying the specific routes it
desires and the capacity it seeks (e.g.: DS-1, DS-3, voice grade). For that reason, it appears that what AT&T
must be seeking is the functional equivalent of tandem switched transport. None the less, AT&T itself has
admitted in its January 29, 1997 Ex Parte to the FCC that "[u]nbundling requires that charges for unbundled
transport cannot include charges for switching". Since tandem switched transport includes "charges for
switching" it appears that even AT&T concedes that it is not unbundled transport. We need you to confinn our
understanding of your position.

I will first address your contention that AT&T is entitled to order "common transport" as a network element under
the joint interconnection agreements in Illinois and Michigan. Contrary to AT&T's contention, the joint
interconnection agreements do not provide for the provision of "common transport" as anetwork element but are
specifically limited to offering unbundled dedicated and shared transport.
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/J.s you point out the August 1996 working draft of the joint interconnection agreement and the testimony filed by
Ameritech's witness Mr. Dunny in Michigan in August of 1996 in the arbitration proceeding inadvertently used the
term ·common transport" to describe shared transport. However, your position ignores the fact that Mr. Mayer's
testimony filed at the same time in the Michigan arbitration at pages 39-40 makes itvery clear that Ameritech
was not offering "common transport" as now defined by AT&T as an unbundled network element.

Your position also ignores the fact that erroneous use of the term "common transport" was quickly corrected in
Ameritech's next draft of the interconnection agreement filed with the Proposed Decision of Arbitration Panel
("PDAP"), and in later versions of Mr. Dunny's testimony filed in the Illinois arbitration, and also in the Indiana,
Ohio and INisconsin arbitrations.

In mid-September of 1996, Ameritech proposed corrections to the working drafts of the joint interconnection
agreements that deleted any reference to "common transport" and substituted in their place the term "shared
transport." To avoid any further confusion, Ameritech also proposed that the term "shared transport" be
specifically defined as "a billing arrangement where two (2) or more carriers share the features, functions and
capabilities of the transmission facilities between the same types of locations as described for dedicated
transport...." Schedule 9.2.4 1.3. Ameritech also proposed that the prices for transport in the agreement be
revised to reflect rates that are consistent with the offer of dedicated and shared transport as defined in the
agreement For your convenience, I have enclosed copies of the pages of the September, 1996 "red line" drafts
of the Illinois and Michigan agreements that document the above proposed changes.

Even though AT&T was aware that Ameritech was not offering "common transport" as anetwork element, AT&T
nevertheless agreed to the changes in the language in the draft of the joint interconnection agreement filed in the
joint submission, filed in Michigan and Illinois in early October of 1996. I have enclosed copies of the pertinent
portions of the joint agreements that document AT&Ts acceptance of these revisions. The joint interconnection
agreements in both Illinois and Michigan are consistent with the above. They further define the operator services
and directory assistance platform in Schedule 9.3.4 of the agreements and specify that it may be ordered with
"dedicated transport" or "shared transport." No provision is made for ordering "common transport" in conjunction
with the OS/DA platform.

The above described language on shared transport and the OSfDA platform remained in the agreements that
were approved in Illinois and filed with the Commission in Michigan. Further, shared or common transport was
not an issue on which the Michigan Public Service Commission ordered the parties to negotiate further.

Turning to your claim that Ameritech is changing its position, I believe that the above facts clearly demonstrate
that you are mistaken, and that it is AT&T that is changing its position after the fact

Ameritech's opposition to the concept that carriers could purchase aservice such as "common transport" or
otherwise obtain undifferentiated usage on its public switched network as anetwork element is not new. In fact,
Ameritech has consistently opposed offering as anetwork element any arrangement that does not involve a
facility, function, or etc., that is dedicated to the requesting carrier or carriers, or that simply duplicates an existing
access and retail service. This position was reflected in Ameritech's comments and reply comments filed in the
FCC's Interconnection Docket 96-98 in April and May of last year.
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The FCC's Interconnection Rules make no mention of unbundled common transport, and rather require the
offering of only two forms of unbundled local transport - unbundled dedicated and shared transport. (47 C.F.R. §
51.319(d)(1)) Ameritech offers both forms of unbundling to AT&T. When afew parties proposed in September of
1996 that the FCC reconsider its decision and require the unbundling of "common transport, "Ameritech opposed
that proposal. It makes no sense to argue here issues that already being litigated before the FCC. For that
reason, I will not repeat Ameritech's arguments here, but refer AT&T to Ameritech's filing with the FCC and in the
MCI state arbitrations that demonstrate that "common transport" does not qualify as anetwork element.

In any event the status of "common transport" as anetwork element will be decided by the FCC and Ameritech
will, of course, comply with any effective regulations adopted by the FCC. In the meantime, Ameritech stands
ready to provide to you in conjunction with the OAS/OA Platform, unbundled entrance facilities, direct transport or
dedicated signaling transport. You may also combine these unbundled dedicated transport facilities with
unbundled tandem switching. If you wish to order this combination, you should specify the tandem office(s)
where you wish to obtain unbundled tandem switching and the offices between which you wish to purchase
unbundled transport. In each case, you should also specify the type of dedicated transport and the capacity you
are ordering. At the same time, tandem switched transport service also is available to you under Ameritech's
applicable access tariffs.

Sincerely,

Attachments



Ameritech Illinois
Redlined Proposed Interconnection Agreement

With Annotation Marks

Dated 1:0/15/96
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Agreed upon text: normal font

Ameriteeb proposed text: ~~

AT&.Tproposed text:~

ThiJERCONNECllON AGREEMENT UNDER SECTIONS 251 AND 252 OF mE
TElECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

Dated as of October _' 1996

by and betu'een

AMERlTECH INFOR..\1AnON INDUSTRY SERVICES,
a division C'f Ameritech Ser\'ices, Inc.

on behalf of and as agent for Ameritech Illinois

and

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF ILLINOIS, INC.



5C:9 FHULE 9.1.4

JNTEROmCE TRANSMISSION FACIUI'IES

1DteIoffice "D'ammission Pacilities are Ameriteeb uusmission facilities dedicated to a
paJtic:ubr Cndnmef or cmier, or shated by more than one Customer or carrier, used to proYide
1J:Jecommuniea:tiom SeMces betMeJ1 Wue cemen owued by Ameritecb or AT&T, or between
Switches 0WDCd by Ameritech or AT&T.

1. Ameritech provides 5C\'eI1ll varieties of unbundled traDSpOrt facilities:

1.1. Unbundled dcdiClted iDtemf!ice txaDSpOrt facility ("DedIcated Transport") is a
dediated facility COOtlfl't"tjng two Amaitech Cen~ Oftices buildings via Ameriteeh transmission
eqaipmwt. In each CemJal Office building, AT&T wm Cross-Connect this facility to its owo
tmJsmissi<m equipmem (pbysically or vinually) Collocated in each W'ue Center, or to other
unbundled NetWOrk Elements provided by Ameriu:ch to the emut the ~uested combination is
teelmic:ally feasible and is consisr.ent with other standards establisbed by the FCC for the
combination d unbundled NetWOrk FJements. AD applicable digital Cross·Connect,
multiplexing, aDd Collocation space cba:rges apply at an additional cost.

1.2. ·Unbundled dedicated eutmnee facility" is a dedicated facility oonnecting
171\ Ameritcch's transmiSSl.··on. equipment in an Ameritech Ceunal Office with AT&T's transmission N& Iequipment in AT&lr5~ Wue Center for the purposes of providing ~\1

Telecommunications Services. -.?'- .
1.-,\ \.

1.3. SJwed traIlsport tmmnission flcilities ("Shared TnDSport") are a billing \ :"?-'\'" ,
arrangement where two (2) or more carrien share the feamres, functions and capabilities of \ r/" ",'
trmsmission facilities between the same types of locations as described for dedicated transport . "" \ <,'i'

in Stsliom 1.1 and U pra:eding and share the costs. :;:r~-':.. -r-

tl" ""\ ..
c..1J

~"
{It?: ,.
';..;1....
"

2. Ameritecll shall ofi'er Interofiice 'n'ansmission Facllities in each of the following ways:

2.1. As. dedicmd billSm;ssjOU path ~., DS1, DS3, OC3, OC12 and OC48)
dedicated 10 ATilT.

2,2. As a sbmd transm;ssi~ path as desaibed in Section 1.3 abcr.'e.

~ I 2.3.. 1\mVu1b~estJZIPCi01e A'W'm qntsJll, 'Aufpmept 8p4tb flsDhies vm to»IVrls.pesUsatdJiJNpgI1 N' mtemJe"., aS~~

5th. 9.2.4 • 1



3. 'Where Dedicated nmsport or Shared nmsport is provided, it shall include (as
ippJopriate):

3.1. The tnngnjssion path II the requested speed or bit rate.

3.2. 1bifoDowing optioDal features are available;jf~ by AT&T, at additional

3.2.1. Clear Channel Capability per 1.S44 Mbps (OS1) bit stmam.

3.2.2. Ameritcch provided Central Office multiplexing:

(a) DS3 to DSI multiplexing; and

(b) DSI to VoicelBase Ratel128, 256, 384 Kpbs 'Ikansport
multipIexmg.

3.3. If requested by AT&T, the foDowing are available at an additional cost:

3.3.1. 'I +1 Protection for OC3, OC12 and OC48.
,

3.3.2. 1+1 Protection with Cable Survivability for DC3, OC12 and OC48.

3.3.3. 1+1 Protection with ~te Survivability for OC3, OC12 and OC48.

4. Technical R.eqoire:ments.

Tbis Section sets forth technical requirements for a11lDtcroflice Transmission Facilities:

4.1. WbeD Ameritcch prtMdes DediQUed Thmsport as a circuit, the entire designated
transmission facility~ DSl, DS3, and where Mitable, STS-l) sball be dedicated to AT&T
designated tRffic.

4.2. Ameritech shaD off'er Dedicated nuspon in aD then cumntly available
1eCImoIogies mcIudin& DSI aDd DS3 tmDsport system&, SONBT Bi~oaal line Switched
RiDgs, SONEI' UDidirec:tiOD3l Path Switched RiDp, aDd SONErpoiDt-to-poiDt transport systems
[mcluding liDear add-dmp systems), 11 aD available transmission bit lIteS, except subrate
services, where available. .

Sch. 9.2.4 - 2



®

4.3. For DSI 1aciIities, Dedicated 1'taDsport Ihall, at a mJDlJDum, meet the
pedormmc:e, availability, jitter, and delay JtqUhements specified for Customer Intemce to
CaJtJal Office -0 to CO" wrmectioa.s in the applicable technical references set forth under
Dedicated and Sbami 1'taDsport in the 1b:bnical Reference Schedule.

•.4. For DS3 aDd, where available, S'IS-l facilities and higher mte facilities,
Dedic -.sed 'namport sbaD, at • minimum, meet the performance.. availability, jitter, and delay
require.maa specified for Customer Intedaee to C=tDJ OfIice -CI to CO" connections in the
~Je trdmic:a1 ltfezeDCeS set forth under Dedicated ad Shared 'n'anspott in the 1Cchnica1
:RtlemJce Schedule.

4.5. When~ by AT&T, Dedicated 1'taDsport sball provide physical diversity.
PbysicaJ divenity means that two circuits &Ie provisioned in such a way that no single failure
d &.c:ilities or rquipment will cause a failure on both cimJits.

4.6. When physical diversity is ~ested by AT&T, Ameriteeb sball provide the
maximum feasible physical separation between iJrtra-office and inter-office tnumnission paths
(unless omerwise qreed by AT&T).

4.7. Any n:quest by AT&T for diversity shall be subject to additional charges.
-

4.8. Upon AT&T's request and its payment c:i any additional clwges, Ameritcch shall
provide immediate and continuous n:tnote accas to performance monitoring and alarm data
afi'ectiDg, or potrmially a1fca ing, AT&T's tra1!ic...

4.9. Ameritecb shall offer the following interface tnumnissiOD tates for Dedicated
Transport:

4.9.1. DSI (Extended SuperFrame - ESP, 04, and unframed applications (ifused
by AmeJitee:b»;

4.9.2. DS3 (C-.bit Parity and M13 and unframed applications (if used by
Amefiteeb) shaD be proYided);

4.9.3. SONEr IQDda1"d interface lites in acc:ordaDce with the applicable ANSI
teebnical rd'e3ences set forth UDder Dcdiaued and Shared Transport in the nclmical
:RtlemJce ScbedaJe. ID~~he:re STS-l i5 available. VTl.5 hued m-ls will
be the iDterface It aD AT&T ICIYice DOde.

.» o. __ ItII*: ti2D1'J Sch. 9.2.4 • 3



4.10 Ameritech aball permit, at applicable rates, AT&T to obtain the functionality
provided by DCS togelber witb aDd separate from dedicaterl transport in the same manner that
Ameritech offers such capabilities to !Xes that pmebase tDnSport services. If AT&T requests
additiana1 functiooaIity, such request shaI1 be made throup the Bona Fide Request process.

Sch. 9.2.4 • 4
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Ameritech Dllnois
Redlined Proposed Interconnection Agreement

With Annotation Marks
"

Dated 9/26/96
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Agreed upon text: normal font

Ameritech proposed text: ~~

AT&Tproposcdtext:~

INTERCONNEC1l0N AGREEMENT UNDER SEmONS 251 AND 252 OF nIB
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

Dated as of September _' 1996

by and between

AMERlTECH INFORMAnON INDUSTRY SERVICES,
a division of Ameritecp Services, Inc.

on behalf of and as agent for Ameritecb Illinois

and

AT&T COMMUNICAnONS OF IU.INOIS, INC.

I I



SCBI(Ut1LE 9.1.4

INTEROffiCE TRANSMISSION FACILIl'IFS

Imemftic:e Transmission Facilities are Ameriteeh transmission facilities dedicated to a
putic:olar Costomer or carrier, or sban:d by more than one Customer or carTier, that provide
1HecanmlllJialious Services between Wue Centers awned by Ameritceb or AT&T, or between
Switches 0Vi"DSf by Ameritech or AT&T.

1. Ameriu!cb provides sevcnl varieties of unbundled transmission facilities:

1.1. ·Unbundled dedicated interoffice transport facility"" is a facility connecting two
Amt::J.iteeh CemI2l Offices buildings via Ameriteeh transmission equipment. In each CentIal
O1rice baiIdiDg, AT&T will Cross-Connect this facility to its awn transmission equipmeot
(pbysiaDy or vinually) CoIIoc:ated in each W'ue Center, or to other unbundled Network
Elements provided by Ameritecb to the extent the ~uested combination is teehnically feasible
and is c:oosistent with other standards established by the FCC for the combination of unbundled
NCtwort: FJemems. AD applicable digital CroSS-CODDect, multiplexing, and Collocation space
dmges apply at an additional cost.

1.2. ·Unbandled dedicated entmlce facility" is a dedicated facility connecting
Ameriteeb's mnsmission equipment in an Ameritecb Central Office witb AT&T's transmission
equipment in its WIre Center for the purposes of providing Thlecommunications Services.

'.
1.3. ·Shared mnspon transmission facilities" ~ shared transmission facilities between

the same type of locations as described for dedic:a1ed tr2n~rt in Section 1.1 and 1.2 pn:ceding.

~ -Commog transporttransm~es" are shamtpmsm1ss~
Maw ID Ameri.tlm.IaJd QIftct SWU£b.lPdAm~

2. Ameritecb shaD offer Interoffice nanspon in eacb d the following ways:

2.1. A5 capacity on a shared circuit facility.

U. As a cUt::uit~, DSl, D~3, OC3, OCl2and OC48} dedicated to IJ&T.

2.3
lcJpmqn Bleb USQ~ to AIiL
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__..a3~.3..:-._BahmBnt fQuipment 8ndJ.Wll1Jes DecessaD' to support profession and

~

_-.;4.0 Wbm.Destis:atesJ Transport is prpyid,rjl as a system~

__4.rl......J)ymL\1i2lUllmmat a th as mulJialems. line ttrmJl1l1fng equipment.
1DIIllIfIm. and rmperatolJ;

___4'; hJter..otIB tnnsmiaJ2D.llsW1ies mdll§ optica' Der· copper twistrd..JW.ra
~

'.3 Redpndant equJpmmt--endJ-acliities neman to support protection and
nstomi0Pi ,nd..

__4~jsated .1B!&2t1 includ~esl.oo&olO~

3_ lechnical Requimnents.

This Section sets forth technical requirements for all Interoffice Transmission Facilities:

3.]. Wben Ameritech provides Dedicated 'Danspon as a facility, the entire designated
transmission facility ~, DS1, DS3, srs·l) shall be dedicated to AT&T
designated traffic, subject to AT&T buying the entire system.

3.2. Ameriteeb shall offer Dedicated Transport in all then currently available
technologies including DS1 and DS3 transport systems, SONET~
Bi-direaional Line Switched Rings, SONET !slL..mW. Unidirectional Path
Switched Rings, and SONET w:.mm point-to-point transpon systems (including
linear add-drop systems), at all available tr.Insmission bit rates, except subrate
services.

3.3. For DSI facilities, Dedicated 'nanspart shall, at a minimum, meet the
performance, availability, jitter, and delay requirements specified for Customer
Intelface to Ccutral O1Iice "cr to CO" COMections in the applicable technical
ft£:teuc:es set forth under Dedicated and Shared Thmspon in the 'Iechnica1
Rdereax:e ScbedDle..

3.4. For DS3 IWl..m;l facilities, and higher rate facilities, Dedicated Transport
lban. 31 a minimum, meet the performance. availability, jitter, and delay
JalQhements specified for Customer Interface to Central Office -cr to CO"
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c:ooncctions in the applicable tecbnical references set forth under Dedicated aDd
Sbmd Thmsport in the 'Thcbnical Reference Schedule.

3.5. Wben requested by AT&T, Dediea~ Transport sball provide pbysical diversity.
Pbysic:aI diversity means that two circuits are provisioned in such a way tbat DO

IiDgJe &iJure d &cilities or equipment will cause a failure on both circuits.

3.6. WbeD physical diYersity is n:quested by AT&T, Ameritecll shall prt7t'ide the
muimmn feasible physical &epmJion between intta-oftice and intcr-office
transmission paths (nnless othenvi.se agt=d by AT&T).

~~~!§"!~.@i!it~ (7jj)
lJIPOle'em to performing mopJtoring and alamulata.lfl'eetlng. or poteptiallyaff~
~

3:1: Ameritccb shall o1f'er the following interface transmission rates for Dedicated
1imsport:

3.8.1. DSI (Extended SuperFrame - ESF, 04, IWlwlD:iJ~wwl1islmand
04);

3.8.2. DS3 (C-bit Parity and M13 and unframed applications shall be provided);

3.8.3. SONET standard interface ntes in accordance with~

1J.J. w
IlJecommvpiqtism ~mmendation and
lIDls5bnmgus~ ntIS JJ:JJ
Jkwmmcndl1igp G.~
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